Introduction
Stative constructions denoting the result of a preceding event are quite common cross-linguistically (Nedjalkov 1988) . In languages like English or French these resultative constructions are expressed by the same grammatical means (i.e. with the same auxiliary) as eventive passives. Thus a sentence like The letter is opened has an eventive as well as a stative reading and will only be disambiguated by the context. In German, by contrast, resultative constructions and eventive passives are formally distinct: whereas the eventive passive in (1) is built with the auxiliary werden ('to become'), the respective resultative construction (traditionally dubbed "adjectival" or "stative passive") in (2) consists of a form of sein ('to be') combined with a participle II. This makes German a particularly well-suited language to study the formation and interpretation of resultatives. Constructions of type (2) were traditionally analysed as a second kind of verbal passive, viz. a so-called "stative passive" (e.g. Helbig 1983 Helbig , 1987 . From this perspective, it was only natural to see them as being tightly related to and dependent on the eventive passive.Yet, in more recent times authors like Rapp (1997 Rapp ( , 1998 , von Stechow (1998 Stechow ( , 2002 , Kratzer (2000) , Maienborn (2007) have argued convincingly that these constructions do not belong to the verbal paradigm but should rather receive an adjectival analysis: on this view, sentence (2) contains a form of the copula sein ('to be') in combination with an adjectivized verbal participle. In the following we will adopt this adjectival analysis for constructions of type (2), which we will dub "adjectival resultatives". For further discussion see Gese et al. (2008) . Stolterfoht et al. (2008) provide additional psycholinguistic evidence (based on a self-paced reading study) in favor of the adjectival analysis. Once adjectival resultatives are not longer considered to be the "little brother" of eventive passives, the question which verbs admit the adjectival resultative formation appears within a different light. It is clear that transitive resultative verbs likeöffnen 'to open' in (2) are perfectly suited for building adjectival resultatives. But what about unaccusative verbs? Authors like Helbig (1987) and Wunderlich (1997) exclude them categorically. The rationale behind this is that the formation of adjectival resultatives is only available for a subset of those verbs that form the eventive passive. As exemplified in (4) unaccusatives do not meet this restriction, hence there should be no adjectival analysis available for a construction like (3). Sentence (3) has only an eventive reading with sein as perfect tense auxiliary under this view. 
verwelkt. wilted
However, if we adopt the adjectival analysis there is no reason to assume that there is an a priori link between adjectival resultatives and eventive passives. The admissibility of adjectival resultatives is not necessarily related to or dependent on the eventive passive formation. Hence, the question of whether unaccusatives do enter the adjectival conversion process has to be asked anew. In fact, some remarks on the existence of adjectival resultatives based on unaccusative verbs can be found in von Stechow (1998) , Kratzer (2000) and Nogami (2000) . This is where the present paper enters the discussion. We will provide different kinds of evidence for the existence of an adjectival reading of sentences like (3) besides the present perfect reading. In section 2, we will summarize the empirical evidence presented in Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht (2008) showing that there is at least a subset of unaccusatives that has the potential to build adjectival resultatives. In section 3 we will develop the hypothesis that adjectival resultative formation is not rigidly limited to this subgroup of unaccusatives but rather controlled by extra-grammatical, pragmatic factors. This hypothesis is tested in section 4. We will present two rating studies on the acceptability of adjectival resultatives under different kinds of contextual variation. The results of these studies corroborate the assumption that the adjectival resultative formation is available in principle to all unaccusatives, always provided they get the right pragmatic support.
Empirical evidence for adjectival conversion with unaccusatives
In Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht (2008) we provided empirical evidence from corpora as well as from psycholinguistic experiments in support of the assumption that adjectival resultative formation is not limited to (some subset of) transitive verbs but may also include unaccusatives, for instance. That is, a sentence like (3) above would in fact be ambiguous on this view. Besides a present perfect (hence: eventive) reading it may have also an adjectival (hence: stative) reading. This evidence will be summarized below.
Evidence from corpora
In the discussion of the morphosyntactic status of the participle II in adjectival resultatives the following diagnostics proved to be good tests for adjectivehood (cf. in particular Höhle (1978) , Litvinov and Nedjalkov (1988) , Lenz (1994) , Rapp (1997 , 1998 ), Maienborn (2007 ).
(i) Adjectival negation (ii) Adjectival gradation (iii) Coordination with genuine adjectives (iv) Adjectival word formation (v) Modification by temporal adverbials
In (6a) to (9a) below, the application of these diagnostics to the typical case of adjectival resultatives based on a transitive resultative verb reveals their adjectival status. Now, if we conduct the very same tests with the participles of unaccusative base verbs like the ones in the (b)-sentences we observe basically the same behavior. There appears to be no categorial difference between unaccusatives and transitive resultative verbs in this respect: Participles of either of them pass the tests for adjectivehood. This is briefly illustrated by the corpus data below. (The examples stem from corpora of written German, viz. the morphosyntactically annotated corpus TIGER 1.0 (http://www.ims.uni-stuttgart.de/projekte/TIGER) and the COSMAS II corpus from the IDS Mannheim (http://www.ids-mannheim.de/ cosmas2) as well as from newspaper archives. For further details see Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht (2008) .
(i) Adjectival negation
Unlike its English counterpart, the German prefix un-synchronically only combines with stems of category [+N] , i.e. with adjectives and nouns but never with verbs (cf. Lenz 1994) . As is shown in (5a) and (5b) the participles of both transitive resultative and unaccusative base verbs combine with un-. That means that the verbal participle must have been adjectivized. 
(iii) Coordination with genuine adjectives
Coordination is a popular means of testing the morphosyntactic identity of words (cf. Lang 1984) . In order to combine with a genuine adjective as in (7a) and (7b), a verbal participle must have been adjectivized first. Only then will the two conjuncts be of the same morphosyntactic type. In short, these corpus data show that the same diagnostics that have proven to furnish solid evidence for the adjectival nature of the participles involved in standard adjectival resultatives can be carried over to the case of unaccusatives. The results of all diagnostics that we presented here consistently point towards the ability of at least some unaccusatives to build adjectival resultatives.
Rating study
As shown in (9a) and (9b) above, copula sentences with adjectivized participles combine with durational adverbials like seit zwei Stunden. They do not combine with positional adverbials like vor zwei Stunden in present tense; sein-perfects, on the other hand, do not combine easily with seit. Modification with seit vs. vor can thus be used as a means of disambiguating between the stative construction (adjectival resultative) and the eventive construction (present perfect) of an ambiguous sentence like (10). In the following we will use this distributional difference of seit-and vor-adverbials as a diagnostic means to tell apart stative vs. eventive constructions with unaccusatives. The corpus data presented above provide first evidence that unaccusatives may form adjectival resultatives. It might however be that the corpus evidence renders a distorted view of the linguistic data, reflecting only marginally acceptable and/or highly context-dependent uses. To exclude this possibility we conducted an acceptability rating study; cf. Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht (2008) . We investigated the question of whether people accept adjectival resultative constructions from unaccusative base verbs devoid of contextual support.
In the rating study we tested the hypothesis that there is at least a subset of unaccusative verbs that have the ability to undergo an adjectival conversion process, and are thus ambiguous when combined with sein ('to be'); cf. (10). Sentences with these verbs should exhibit similar ratings when modified by durational (10a) and by positional adverbials (10b). Both types of modification should be acceptable.
We presented two groups of items containing the participles of the following unaccusative verbs:
Unaccusative1 wachsen ('to grow'), welken ('to wilt'), verreisen ('to go off on a journey'), verschwinden ('to vanish'), ablaufen ('to expire'), verstreichen ('to elapse'), versinken ('to sink'), erlöschen ('to die down'), anlaufen ('to start'), schwellen ('to swell'), wegfallen ('to drop out'), vergehen ('to pass by'), abwandern ('to migrate'), entbrennen ('to break out'), weichen ('to give way'), einkehren ('to stop for a bite to eat'), verstummen ('to fall silent'), abreissen ('to pull down'), steigen ('to rise'), sinken ('to fall') (12) Unaccusative2 entstehen ('to arise'), erscheinen ('to appear'), kommen ('to come'), fliehen ('to run away'), zusammentreffen ('to meet'), fallen ('to tumble'), umkommen ('to perish'), platzen ('to burst'), sitzenbleiben ('to remain seated'), hochspringen ('to jump up'), explodieren ('to explode'), geschehen ('to happen'), auftauchen ('to show up'), einsteigen ('to board'), gelingen ('to succeed'), anreisen ('to arrive'), eintreten ('to enter'), erfolgen ('to take place'), bekannt werden ('to emerge'), passieren ('to come about') For the condition "unaccusative1", we used participles of unaccusative base verbs that occurred in the COSMAS corpora in combination with seit-adverbials, whereas for the condition "unaccusative2", we took unaccusative verbs that were not found with seit-modification in the corpora. The materials manipulated the type of unaccusative verb and the type of adverb (seit vs. vor).
We predicted better ratings for sentences like (10a) than for (13a). For pairs of sentences like (10a) and (10b), we predicted similar ratings for the two types of modification. (13) a. We used a six-point rating scale ('1' = good, natural sentence, '6' = unacceptable sentence). The results are shown in Figure 1 . For further details of this experiment, see Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht (2008) . Our results showed a significant effect of adverb type only for sentences like (13). No effect was found for sentences like (10): For these sentences the adjectival resultative reading and the perfect reading were judged as equally acceptable. Sentences of the type (10a) got better ratings than sentences of type (13a). We interpreted this result as evidence that there is indeed a group of unaccusative verbs (like verreisen 'to make a journey' in sentence (10)) that form the adjectival resultative besides the perfect, whereas a second group of unaccusatives (like entstehen 'to come about' in sentence (13)) forms only the perfect. Our rating study thus offers independent corroboration of the grammaticality of the corpus data presented above.
The flexibility of adjectival resultative formation
The rating study presented above provided evidence that some unaccusative verbs are able to form adjectival resultatives. But what about the unaccusatives of group "unaccusative2" such as entstehen in sentence (13)? Are they really excluded from this construction type? Put in other words: What are the criteria for the adjectival resultative formation in German? Do they split up the class of unaccusatives into two groups? Or are there other factors outside of the grammar that drive the adjectival resultative formation?
In the few existing papers on "adjectival passives" which mention unaccusatives, two sorts of constraints have been put forward: Von Stechow (1998: 27) claims that only non-causative achievement unaccusatives enter the adjectival conversion process. Nogami (2000: 98) , on the other hand, restricts adjectival resultative formation to unaccusatives with incremental theme. The results of our rating study disprove both of these claims.
First, there are unaccusatives without incremental theme among the items that admit adjectival resultative formation. For instance, the following sentences (14)- (16) In fact, the two sets of unaccusative verbs -those that admit adjectival resultatives and those that do not -constitute two fairly heterogeneous groups. No genuine lexical distinction seems to be involved. We thus conclude that group membership is not determined by proper semantic constraints on the verb. This then raises the question whether there could be a pragmatic explanation for the different behavior of unaccusatives with respect to the admissibility of the adjectival resultative formation.
In fact, closer inspection of the verb's linguistic context yields a first hint towards such an explanation: Most of the subjects in the sentences with bad ratings for seit-modification denote concrete objects; cf. e.g. (19)-(21). By contrast, the group that exhibits the perfect/adjectival resultative-ambiguity contains several abstract subjects as e.g. Frist ('deadline'), Vertrauen ('confidence'), Produktion ('production'), Terrorgefahr ('threat of terror'), Kritik ('criticism'), Kontakt ('contact'), Verfassungsstreit ('constitutional debate'), Haltbarkeitsdatum ('date of expiry') and Zeit ('time') (see appendix B for a full list of the test items.)
What could be the pragmatic impact of the use of an abstract object as the subject of these sentences? Why should the acceptability of the adjectival resultative formation improve? A possible explanation could be that abstract subjects often call for a figurative or metaphoric use of the participle that is predicated of them. Figurative use in turn requires more costly interpretation which has to be legitimized properly, e.g. by some gain in informativity. That is, the property expressed by the adjectivized participle should be of particularly high relevance. Thus, the reason behind a higher acceptability of adjectival resultative formation in figurative use would be that the resultant state is necessarily of particular salience under these conditions.
Our hypothesis is thus that the adjectival resultative formation depends on the salience of the resultant state expressed by the participle. This salience can be provided by the participle itself, or it can be triggered by the inner-or extrasentential context.
In the case of transitive, resultative verbs (e.g.öffnen 'to open') the content of the resultant state is already made explicit within their lexical meaning. Consequently, these verbs do not need additional pragmatic support to legitimize adjectival resultative formation. Sentence (2) repeated here as (22) is perfectly acceptable without any context.
Other verbs, as for example a transitive activity verb like streicheln ('to pet'), do not specify a resultant state at all. There is no proper content that we could associate a priori with a resultant state of being petted. In the case of an unaccusative like platzen ('to burst'), the verb's lexical content includes a resultant state of being burst. Yet this resultant state has no content on its own that would suffice to highlight it thereby evoking a contrast with potential alternatives. This is what prevents these verbs from entering the adjectival conversion process without any additional pragmatic support. (23) But if the context provides the adequate kind of pragmatic support, i.e., if there is a plausible resultative interpretation of the predicate, or if the subject triggers an interpretation with a particularly prominent resultant state, adjectival resultative formation becomes possible. Rapp (1998: 243) and Kratzer (2000: 4) pointed out that for activity verbs, a suitable context providing a resultative interpretation of the participle is a "job is done" or "that's over" interpretation which defines the fulfillment of the activity as a contextually salient target that has to be achieved. A natural setting for an adjectival resultative use of ist gestreichelt 'is petted' would thus be (25); cf. Maienborn (2007) What has not been noted yet in the literature is that adjectival resultative formation of activity verbs may also be improved by a subject that triggers a figurative use of the participle; compare (26) with (23). (26) Meine My
Seele soul ist is gestreichelt. petted 'My soul is caressed.' Sentence (26), although perhaps not perfectly acceptable, seems nevertheless much better than (23). While (23) definitely needs a resultative context such as (25) in order to be rescued from ill-formedness, the subject in (26) triggers a reading of the predicative participle which establishes a sufficiently relevant resultant state. Hence, (26) requires less pragmatic support by the surrounding context.
The situation is exactly the same for our class of unaccusatives that seem to resist adjectival resultative formation; cf. section 2. Within the right intra-or extra-sentential context the respective adjectival resultative constructions improve considerably.
Take for instance platzen ('to burst'): Without contextual information, sentence (24) is extremely bad. Yet, if we chose another subject, one which, in combination with the participle, yields a predication that according to our world knowledge describes a resultant state with enough content to evoke significant alternatives, the sentence improves considerably; cf. (27). The same result can be achieved by embedding sentence (24) within an appropriate context that provides the relevant motivation for highlighting the resultant state of the balloon being burst; cf. (28). (28) This year the opening of the festival will be signaled by bursting a balloon. A visitor asks: "Is the festival opened already?" -,,Ja, der Ballon ist seit fünf Minuten geplatzt." Yes the balloon is since five minutes burst 'Yes the balloon is burst since five minutes ago.'
If this intuition is right, then the bad ratings one group of unaccusatives received with seit are not due to any grammatical or lexical constraints on the adjectival resultative formation, but could be given a pragmatic explanation: The participles of these unaccusatives just happened to lack the right subject and/or context that would provide the required pragmatic support for the adjectival resultative formation.
From this perspective the question of which verbs enter the adjectival conversion process would be not so much an issue of the grammar but rather of pragmatics. Given the right pragmatic support even such suboptimal candidates as transitive activity verbs or unaccusatives of group 2 (cf. the list under (12)) are potential candidates for building adjectival resultatives.
Experimental evidence for contextual constraints on the adjectival resultative formation
With the following two rating studies we wanted to substantiate the claim put forward in the previous section, according to which adjectival resultative formation is principally open to any unaccusative, including those which got bad ratings in our first rating study, given the right sentential or extrasentential context. We tested the hypothesis that the context has an impact on the acceptability of adjectival resultative sentences with these 'suboptimal' unaccusative base verbs. We examined both kinds of contextual variability discussed above: variation of the extrasentential context and variation of the intersentential context, i.e. the subject triggering a figurative or non-figurative use of the participle.
4.1. The following hypotheses can be formulated for Experiment 1: (H1) Sentences with a seit-adverbial (cf. 29a) should get better ratings when embedded in a resultative context (c1) than in a neutral one (c2). There should be no rating differences for sentences with a vor-adverbial like (29b) in the two types of contexts. (H2) All four narratives should be judged equally plausible.
Method
Participants 48 undergraduate students of the University of Tübingen participated for course credit. All were native speakers of German.
Materials
The materials manipulated the type of adverb (seit vs. vor) and the type of context (neutral vs. resultative); (see examples (29); the full set of experimental sentences is provided inAppendixA).Adverb type and context were manipulated within items. The target sentences comprised the 20 items of the rating study presented in section 2.2 which received bad ratings in combination with a seitadverbial (for further details see Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht 2008) . In order to extend the list of items we added four sentences which did not occur with seit-modification in the COSMAS corpora.
The 24 experimental items were combined with 24 filler items which covered a range of structures, all modified either by a vor-adverbial or by seit. The 48 items as a whole contained an equal number of (more or less) grammatical as well as (more of less) ungrammatical sentences. Four presentation lists were created and randomized in parallel two times. Each participant saw only one version (seit or vor) of each of the target sentences embedded in one type of context (resultative or neutral), counterbalanced across the four conditions. Procedure The questionnaires were distributed by email to students in an introductory linguistics class. Participants had one week to complete the questionnaire. They were told to read the narratives carefully and to rate the acceptability of the last sentence on a scale from 5 to 1. If the sentence was easy to understand, if it made sense and seemed to be good, natural German, then they should rate this sentence with '5'. If the sentence didn't make sense to them or they thought it is a bad German sentence, then they should rate it '1'. To control for effects of plausibility differences between the two contexts, we additionally asked participants to rate the plausibility of the whole stories ('5' = very plausible . . . '1' = very implausible).
Results
The results are presented in Tables 1 and 2 . For the acceptability rating task, a repeated measures ANOVA revealed a highly significant main effect of adverb type (F1 (1,47) = 391.43, p ≤ .001; F2(1,23) = 329.57, p ≤ .001) whereas the effect of context type was only significant in the subject analysis (F1 (1,47) = 4.937, p = .03; F2 (1,23) = 2.40, p = .13).
More importantly, we found an interaction of adverb type and context type which was only marginally significant in the subject analysis, but fully significant in the item analysis (F1(1,47) = 3.391, p = .072; F2(1,23) = 4.815, p ≤ .05). The conventional 2 × 2 analysis of variance provides some evidence that sentences with seit-modification were rated better in the resultative context, whereas sentences with vor-modification did not show any rating difference between the two types of contexts.
Since this pattern of results was predicted, we performed more focused tests, comparing sentences with seit and vor in the two contexts. The ratings for the two context types differed significantly for sentences with seit (F1 (1,47) = 8.20, p ≤ .01; F2 (1,23) = 6.24, p ≤ .05) but not for those with vor (F<1). Sentences with a seit-adverbial (cf. (26a)) got better ratings when embedded in a resultative context (c1). This finding confirms our hypothesis (H1).
The analysis of the plausibility ratings (repeated measures ANOVA) revealed no significant main effects of context or adverb type and no interaction between these factors (F<1). The results confirm hypothesis (H2): Both types of contexts with the two types of target sentences were judged equally plausible. The results of Experiment 1 confirm our two hypotheses: We found better ratings for sentences with a seit-adverbial embedded in a resultative context than in a neutral one. We found no context effect for sentences with vor-adverbials. This effect cannot be explained by the plausibility of the narratives:All narratives were judged equally plausible.
These results show clearly that the context has an impact on the acceptability of the adjectival passive with unaccusative verbs. In our second experiment, we tested whether a comparable effect can be observed with the variation of sentence subjects.
Experiment 2: Subject variation
In our second rating study, we tested the hypothesis that the type of subject is able to improve the admissibility of the adjectival resultative formation via a context that is prototypically associated with the predication of the sentence. For constructing our material, we used the target sentences with seit (cf. (25a)) from Experiment 1 and manipulated the subjects of these sentences (cf. (30a) and (30b) In section 3 above, we developed the hypothesis that the acceptability of adjectival resultatives depends on the salience of the resultant state. In some cases, this salience is warranted by the lexical content of the base verb itself (cf. unaccusatives like verreisen ('to make a journey')), in other cases it has to be established by the context (cf. experiment 1). If this is right -and provided that a participle in figurative use generally denotes a resultant state which is particularly salient -the following hypothesis can be formulated for Experiment 2: (H3) Sentences with a seit-adverbial should get better ratings when the subject of the sentence admits a figurative use of the unaccusative participle (cf. 30b).
Method
Participants 28 students of the University of Tübingen were paid for their participation. All were native speakers of German.
Materials
The materials consisted of 12 target sentences from Experiment 1 with the following modifications: For the condition "concrete" the subject NPs were changed in six cases to a more concrete noun, e.g. Der Herzstillstand ist seit zehn Minuten eingetreten ('The cardiac arrest is commenced since ten minutes ago.') was replaced by Der Freund ('the friend') ist seit fünf Minuten eingetreten. For the condition "figurative" the subject NPs were chosen to admit the figurative use of the participle cf. (30b). All in all, we had 12 pairs of sentences with unaccusative verbs. The materials manipulated the type of subject NP (concrete vs. figurative) within items; see examples (30a) and (30b). The full set of experimental sentences is provided in Appendix B. The 12 experimental items were combined with 58 filler sentences covering a range of grammatical and ungrammatical structures. Two presentation lists were created and randomized in parallel two times. Each participant saw only one version (concrete or figurative) of each of the sentences, counterbalanced across the two groups of sentences.
Results
The results are presented in Figure 2 .
A repeated measures ANOVA revealed a highly significant main effect of subject type (F1 (1,27) = 50.97, p ≤ .001; F2 (1,11) = 21.06, p ≤ .001). Sentences with a subject which allows for a figurative use of the participle were rated better than sentences with a concrete use of the participle (3.1 vs 2.0). These results confirm hypothesis (H3).
Discussion
The goal of our two rating studies was to find out whether adjectival resultative formation is in principle open to all unaccusative verbs. Given the findings in Gese, Maienborn and Stolterfoht (2008) which proved the acceptability of an adjectival resultative formation only for one subset of unaccusative verbs, we wanted to test whether the verbs that received bad ratings in these experiments were really unable to form adjectival resultatives or whether they just needed additional contextual support for the formation of this construction type. Our claim was that, given the right pragmatic support, basically all unaccusative verbs have the potential to form adjectival resultatives. Those adjectival resultative sentences with unaccusatives that are not acceptable without context should improve if either the extrasentential context or an alternative subject conveys a suitable resultative interpretation of the participle.
In Experiment 1, sentences which got bad ratings in a previous rating study were embedded in a neutral and a resultative context. We saw significantly better ratings for adjectival resultatives formed from those 'suboptimal' unaccusatives in the resultative contexts than in neutral ones.
In Experiment 2 we presented the sentences without context but manipulated the subjects. We tested concrete subjects as well as abstract ones supporting a figurative and thus resultative use of the participle. As expected, the results of Experiment 2 show much better ratings for adjectival resultatives with subjects triggering a figurative use of the participle than with concrete nouns.
Both kinds of pragmatic support -via an appropriate context or via a suitable subject -yield the same effect: The acceptability of adjectival resultative sentences increases significantly.
The results of our studies presented here are significant for a number of reasons. They provide empirical evidence for a new perspective on the admissibility of adjectival resultatives with different verb types. Adjectival resultative formation is less grammatically controlled than generally assumed in at least two respects. First, not only transitive verbs but also unaccusatives may build adjectival resultatives. And, secondly, whether or not adjectival resultative formation is possible is largely a matter of pragmatics.
Moreover, our results also demonstrate the benefit of combining data from different sources. Corpus evidence provided a first proof of existence for adjectival resultatives based on unaccusatives. Our first rating study corroborated the corpus findings. On this basis two further psycholinguistic studies demonstrated the important and so far widely underestimated role of pragmatics for the formation of adjectival resultatives. Our findings thus show that combining data from corpora, rating studies and introspection helps uncover linguistic structure. 
